MEETING MINUTES (FINAL)

CITY OF TUCSON HABITAT CONSERVATION PLANS (HCPs)
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Wednesday, July 8, 2009, 9:00 — 12:00 p.m.
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Tucson Field Office
201 North Bonita Avenue, Suite 141
Tucson, Arizona 85745

ATTENDEES

City of Tucson (COT) Habitat Conservation Plans (H®s) Technical Advisory Committee
(TAC) members present:

Dennis Abbate (Arizona Game and Fish Department)

Marit Alanen (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service)

Rich Glinski (Arizona Game and Fish Departmengtired)

Trevor Hare (Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protegtio

Ries Lindley (City of Tucson — Tucson Water Depaat)

E. Linwood Smith (EPG, Inc.)

Other Attendees, includingex-officio TAC members, present:

Jamie Brown (City of Tucson — Office of Conservatand Sustainable Development)
Matt Clark (Defenders of Wildlife)

Mike Cross (no affiliation listed)

Locana de Souza (Arizona Game and Fish Department)

David Godlewski (Southern Arizona Home Builders éda@ation)

David Jacobs (Arizona State Land Department / Avé&zAttorney General’s Office)
Leslie Liberti (City of Tucson — Office of Consetian and Sustainable Development)

1. Welcome, introductions, and ground rules

Per Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) member(gjuest, non-TAC members were asked to
provide any comments to the discussion during thiétG the Audience portion of the meeting.

2. Review TAC meeting minutes

No draft minutes were available for review

3. Updates

Leslie reported that the City of Tucson’s (COT dji€ of Conservation and Sustainable
Development (OCSD) recently released its annuartewhich she distributed to TAC members

and other attendees. The report highlights wha€C@é is doing in terms of sustainable
development.
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4. Discussion

Greater Southlands HCP: Draft Responses to Res&lmoaing Advisory Committee (RPAC)
questions about HCP Covered Species and riparigitaha

As background, Jamie mentioned Ann Audrey’s (COQOGSD) recent presentation to the TAC
on the Resource Planning Advisory Committee’s wawleloping an alternate or revised
riparian habitat protection ordinance for the C@f'the end of her presentation, she asked TAC
members several questions related to the Greatghl&ods HCP Planning Area and riparian
habitat. Initially, TAC members suggested that tfa@yn a subcommittee to draft responses to
these questions. However, members later askeddhat draft responses and get TAC
feedback. Jamie said that the purpose of thesemssp is to help inform how the alternate or
revised riparian habitat protection ordinance maystder Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)
Covered Species needs in the Greater Southlands.

Jamie mentioned that, prior to the current TAC imggthe distributed the draft responses to
TAC members for review and revisions, edits, andamments. The discussion below began by
reviewing comments received from TAC members. Qgepavo, Jamie asked for input
regarding whether or not agave species occur witlérGreater Southlands HCP Planning Area.
Various TAC members said that agaves most likeguowithin the HCP Planning Area, but

just along the edges of the boundary at higheratil@ns.

Under pale Townsend'’s big-eared bat (PTBB), Janaetioned that the draft response
document currently states that this insectivoratddeeds primarily on small moths. Within the
Greater Southlands HCP Planning Area, these mettistdb be most plentiful in riparian areas
and adjacent uplands. Rich suggested changinguigeidge to say the “interface” between
riparian and upland vegetation. Trevor mentioned #ujacent probably means “immediately
adjacent.” In terms of the distance from the edg@eriparian vegetation, Jamie said that the
TAC has discussed 50 feet. Trevor said that we@agssume that PTBB forage only on the
outside of the riparian area. Jamie referred tdSjpecies Conservation Assessment and
Conservation Strategy for the Townsend’s Big-Edat] 1999, which describes how radio
tracking studies in northern California found tha bats forage along forested areas and heavily
vegetated stream corridors. The 1999 report stagdéshey are lepidopteran specialists with a
diet consisting of more than 90% moths and that grefer edge habitats and open areas near
edge habitats. Leslie wondered if the best waydot is “open spaces within riparian
corridors and the edge between the riparian andglend.” In other words, they prefer more
open areas as opposed to the dense canopy aregsipkrian habitat. Rich asked if the edge
could be above the riparian vegetation. Lin saiddid he couldn’t say for a fact, but did not
know why they would not.

With regard to the Western yellow billed cuckoo (B@), Jamie said that the response
document states that they are thought to use thgvedy higher canopy cover, vertical structural
diversity and humidity of riparian areas as dispkcsrridors. Rich was unclear what this meant
and wondered if there was any literature that sutisttes the role of humidity in riparian
corridors being important for this species. He $amd&nows that they breed when the summer
rains arrive. Lin said that in areas where theeeVdlYBC nests, there is moist soil. He added that
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high humidity is one characteristic of the aread they typically nest in. However, Lin said that
humidity may not be as important to WYBC for disg@r He said that they may disperse
through a mesquite bosque, but not nest in oneaktethat humidity is more important for
nesting habitat.

In terms of cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl (CFPOg, document mentioned that the vertical
structural diversity of riparian vegetation prosdéispersal as well as over-wintering habitat.
Rich said that he thought that vertical structdraérsity was not as important as horizontal
structural diversity in terms of patchiness. Helghat this is an important factor when CFPO
move from one mesquite shrub to another or a paldevto another. Dennis said that he thinks
that is a fair statement if one is talking speailliz about over-wintering or dispersing CFPO.
Trevor wondered if it should just say “structuratatsity” and Rich said “patchiness” more than
anything. Trevor wondered if it should say “struelwdiversity and patchiness”. Dennis said that
when stated like that, it almost sounds like thesfgr patchy areas and he’s not suggesting that
CFPO select patchy areas over contiguous areas.

Rich said that it seems to him that CFPO do nat dahe area has a higher degree of vertical
structural diversity as much as if there are patahieere they can move in the two dimensions.
Dennis said that CFPO are looking for cover andttiavertical structural diversity is more
characteristic of breeding habitat. Dennis saideference to a statement on the response
document, that AGFD doesn’t have any evidence@O use cavities during dispersal or
over-wintering.

Trevor suggested adding “geomorphological” processxt to “fluvial” on page two of the
document. He added that, in terms of WYBC, he thithlat breeding has been detected along
Cienega Creek in Las Cienegas National Conservatiea, not in the Pima County Cienega
Creek preserve near the Greater Southlands HCRiRtpArea. Lin agreed and added that
AGFD did a lot of WYBC research a decade or so §ction item: OCSD staff will work with
AGFD HDMS staff to determine whether or not therdocumentation of WYBC breeding within
or near to the Greater Southlands HCP Planning Area

Rich said that on page three, the document stiag¢ PO appear to avoid predators by taking
short movements between trees. He asked Denmishibuld also say “scrub or shrub” since
they may go into shrubs 5 feet tall. Dennis agisadng that CFPO use larger shrubs as well.

In terms of CFPO dispersal habitat, Jamie saidTiA&t discussions of long-term ecological
effectiveness monitoring for the Avra Valley HCRonmed the use of language about vertical
structural diversity. He said that foliage heighedsity or vegetation structure was one of the
variables that had been suggested by the TAC ®iruthe xero-riparian areas of the Brawley
and Blanco Washes. Leslie wondered if it woulddietb say “contiguous xero-, meso-, or
hydro-riparian vegetation with a preference forheigvertical structural diversity.”

Rich said that, in breeding situations, the vertstaictural diversity is more important and
Dennis agreed. Dennis said that the area we'rentalibout has more limited vertical structural
diversity, but, once again, CFPO are looking forezo Whatever structure is out there that will
provide the most cover is their preference. Ridtedsf CFPO use mesquite bosques for
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breeding. Dennis said that historically, experggasted that CFPO used mesquite bosques as
breeding areas. However, in the last several ydsg,haven’t been found in these areas. Trevor
said that, historically, the mesquite bosques werthe edges of cottonwood-willow forests,
which provided nesting cavities.

Rich said that mesquite bosques have surprisiitgly Vertical structural diversity. Trevor said
that these areas have higher density though. Leslmelered if the TAC was talking about
canopy cover, density, patch size or a combinaifdhese. Jamie said that, in responding to
these questions, he was considering the habitaehtioat has been used in the Preliminary Draft
Greater Southlands HCP. He said that the modeleiiah#s based on Pima County’s Harris
riparian study. Jamie wondered if, hypotheticathg landscape became a monoculture of the
non-nativeTamarix aphyllawould it still be considered CFPO dispersal hab&nnis said, in
the absence of better alternatives, yes it woutds&ld that the CFPO they tracked perched in
areas they would never suspect, although this wastemporary. The area they happened to be
moving through, they used whatever perch structu@ver was available.

Jamie asked for specific TAC recommendations foarian habitat protection for the CFPO.
Dennis said that, in these discussions, we're s¢ipgrout breeding, dispersal, and over-
wintering habitat. However, when thinking about #igole package, one should consider
vertical structural diversity. Rich suggested addimorizontal” to structural diversity. Leslie
said she wanted to get back to what Dennis saidtabaking the distinctions between habitat
types. Within riparian areas of the Greater SoutldaHCP Planning Area, she said that there
has not been any identified CFPO breeding hal3tat. added that, in terms of the habitat model,
it's mostly framed as over-wintering and dispefsabitat. Leslie said that the more specific the
TAC makes its recommendations, the more usefuinfieemation is to the RPAC. Contiguity is
obviously a factor, but she asked what CFPO hagweference for. She wondered if we need to
focus on patch size or density. These aren’t nacdgsthe same two areas.

Rich said that the distinctions between breedimgpeatsal, and over-wintering are not exact and
that the habitat type and quality varies alongrtiooum. So, he said to be safe for considering
what is appropriate CFPO habitat -- habitat théitatiract the birds -- the TAC should look at
the habitat for breeding characteristics. In ttzee; he said that the TAC should look at both
vertical and horizontal patchiness. He added thatriot all contiguous; there are “chunks” here
and “chunks” there but vegetation species typ@isas important. Jamie wondered if Rich was
saying that although these xero-riparian areaswamrently modeled as CFPO dispersal habitat,
in terms of recommendations for ensuring good CRBR}tat quality, he recommended looking
at breeding habitat characteristics. Rich agreed.

Leslie said that the task of the RPAC is to balaheereality of development with the essential
functions of riparian habitat. Therefore, the mgpecific input the TAC provides about the
essential functions, the better these can be iocatgd. Leslie asked the TAC to give the RPAC
some sense of the priority. Dennis said that laageas are better, with more mature vegetation
and higher vegetation density. However, he saithvth@n one starts asking for specifics, then
one gets into the dangerous area of determininguh#er of acres and how tall the trees need
to be. Yet, nobody has that kind of informationevior said that in contrast, we want to protect
the swales that do not have habitat for any oHB® Covered Species. Dennis said that we
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know that, on average, CFPO move 30-40 metersiatea When talking about density or
distance between patches, the density or strushaeld support this average flight distance.
Leslie drew on the white board. She described vaashfloodplain areas that have varied
vegetation density (e.g., highly patchy) and vetimtecategories (e.g., mostly herbaceous).
Leslie said that it is unrealistic to recommendi@cting the 100-year floodplain for every wash
in the COT. She added that helping the RPAC to rstaled where impacts can be tolerated is
useful. Trevor said that we need to protect a seprEtive amount of each of the types.

Leslie said that the watercourses provide for higdjical and dispersal connectivity for the
Covered Species. Rich wondered if the general labgeds of CFPO are captured by WYBC
habitat in the Greater Southlands. He also sait iftjast for CFPO, he would phrase it as a
“diversity of vegetation species in an arrangenodiorizontal structural diversity”. He would
add “vegetation species diversity” to provide vas@rey options for CFPO as well as both
horizontal and vertical structural diversity. Les$iaid that the COT does not currently have a
way to measure horizontal vegetative diversity wagmoject comes in for review. However,
she said that the COT will have some sense of epeliversity since everyone is required to do
a plant inventory.

Trevor asked if the required plant inventory indad measure of size classes and, if not, then it
wouldn’t be that much more work to include thisslie didn’t think that the ordinance requires
size classes. Lin said that, based on what helseeaiewing as part of the Stormwater Advisory
Committee, he doesn't think size classes were dedduTrevor said that we need additional
information, such as size classes, as part thedpaal inventory.

Leslie said that another challenge with ripariaotg@etion ordinances is that there is a limit to
what the COT can and will require. This is becahsee is a cost associated with these reports.
She said that one of the biggest criticisms ofentrregulations is that they are relatively costly
to comply with in terms of creating reports. Tredisagreed and said that biological inventories
are cheap insurance.

Leslie said that the TAC can make recommendatiodsb@ing specific helps translate into what
has to be measured to determine the appropriatefgsstecting versus allowing some impacts.
Rich said that we measure to the inch but manatfetmile and so when it comes to the vertical
or horizontal diversity, he doesn’t think we needhgone to spend a week telling us exactly
what species are out there. Rich said there caukeleral horizontal diversity categories. One
such category could be in cases where surface Waes down a narrow, defined channel and
all the vegetation is confined to that narrow aori In this case, there would be low horizontal
diversity. He said that an aerial photo could infdhe amount of horizontal vegetation diversity.
Rich said that horizontal diversity could be divddato four categories:

* None (no perch substrate)

* Linear/confined/constrained and less than 20 ftewi

» Kind-of patchy (20 percent of site is covered widgetation)
» Patchy (40% cover arranged in diverse patchiness)
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Leslie wondered if “patchy” means trees in the dplain not just along the narrow strip. Rich

said that greater percent canopy cover would Aajdeater number of vegetation “hits” as one
passes through along a transect. Dennis saidiisgbdtchiness is what will allow CFPO to

persist since CFPO don't just follow a linear coor. He said that, according to AGFD tracking
studies, CFPO move from wash to wash and needgisigstones” of vegetation patches
(perching structures and cover). This is why his fadck to the 30-40-meter average movement
distance. Dennis said that CFPO were found toarsdgsktape plants, such as eucalyptus, because
they provided cover and were available.

Jamie referred to the recommended 50-foot uplaffigtior PTBB and the contiguous riparian
vegetation needed for LLNB. He wondered if the coration of these two attributes would
capture the habitat needs of dispersing CFPO.ighhe wondered if this 50-foot buffer of
upland vegetation could help CFPO cross over terotlashes. Leslie said that the group is
focusing on what'’s in the floodplain. She wondefgehtchiness is a function of total percent
canopy cover or the distance between patches eutsedinear corridor. Rich said that it is the
arrangement of patches. Leslie wondered what thesuare is based on. Rich said that 40% cover
arranged in diverse horizontal patchiness would geod minimum. Trevor said that he would
have to see this on a map. Leslie said that 508feity easy to “eyeball” on an aerial photo.
Trevor disagreed, saying not necessarily if tryimguantify discrete patches in a large area.
Rich said that squinting at the aerial photo hdigtinguish areas of dense canopy cover versus
those without. He said that “patchy” refers to #ineangement of vegetation along the horizontal
plane. Leslie wondered if it is a measure of evearie terms of the distribution of patches. Rich
said that he thinks it's more “randomness” tharefawess.”

In thinking about vegetation characteristics, Treasked Dennis about the prey items that CFPO
take. Dennis said that they are opportunists artlespmay take small prey items or relatively
large items such a desert spiny lizards. In Tetkese is a fair amount of evidence that they rely
on insects, but there are more insects availaktigainportion of the CFPO range. In Arizona,
Dennis said that AGFD has seen CFPO occasion&iyitesects such as cicadas, but the bulk of
their diet is everything except cicadas. If cicadase out, they'll take advantage of it. He added
that, in the warmer months, CFPO take a lot oftlgand birds. In the colder months they take a
lot of rodents.

In terms of the discussion of evenness versus randss, Leslie said that she got one nod for
patchiness and evenness. Rich said that vegetgiemies diversity provides prey diversity. So,
diversity of vegetation species distribution isoalmportant. Leslie wondered about the need to
specifically recommend native versus non-nativeeta@tpn. Trevor said thdtamarix aphylla
(Athel tamarisk) provides cover and perch strugthe a dense patch of the shruldtamarix
speciegprobably provides no habitat value for CFPO. Rigia shat shrubbyamarixspecies
provide habitat for cicadas.

Dennis said that as far as non-native vegetatioonserned, he said that in AGFD studies of
northwest Tucson and Marana, they saw CFPO use afiaunt of landscape plants such as
eucalyptus since it was available and provided cawd structure. However, he said that he
doesn’t think CFPO were selecting for it. In a matlandscape, if CFPO had a choice between a
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dense stand of mesquites and Athel tamarisk, loehgaihinks they would choose the native
mesquite.

Ries said that there was something that was baotipéim but he wasn’t sure how to express it.
He said he was imagining being in some place irGtteater Southlands with a certain amount
of annual rainfall conveyed by the network of washte referred to the example discussed
previously of the incised watercourse channel ¢tbatained all of the flow. He said that, in the
discussion, the TAC is putting a low habitat vatmethat. However, he said that as flows spread
out, we start to see more of the important diverditaracteristics we have been talking about,
such as patchiness of cover. Yet, elsewhere iw#tershed where there is sheetflow, only the
mouth would have enough water to support vegetdizgm®d on our region’s average rainfall.
These areas may support tobosa swales if complkgtedyad out and, according to this TAC
discussion, this would have no habitat value. \ihth system you might be protecting a small
number of patches of potential habitat and it pdau® value on doing something about incised
washes. He said this was describing a bell-shagregerfrom low habitat value, to high, to none.
That middle point is all the TAC was putting value Leslie said that perhaps this view is
looking at this species in isolation and it doesedognize that these are just priorities. What the
RPAC wanted was, for specific species, what theylkshbe looking for in terms of riparian
habitat protection. For different species, it mighata different arrangement.

Trevor said that, at the landscape level, the TAGQukI focus on getting the representativeness
for all the different types of systems. It's nastjithe species priorities, it's also putting the
species priorities together and then saying, wiretv& not protecting at the landscape level. For
example, we may be missing the incised washes@mak snay need to identify these areas as
needing special protections. Leslie said thathhsbeen part of the discussion with the RPAC
in terms of being a little more flexible in how tB®T deals with incised washes and not being
so rigid in terms of mandating no or very littlepact. Instead of worrying about protecting a
bunch of non-native palo verde, a balance wouldliresrmore restorative types of actions.

Rich said that it sounded like Ries’s commentsthade to do with hydrology. Ries said that if
the water is only so deep, then the shrub/scruliraed are likely to be in a linear fashion along
the watercourse. He said what Leslie is talkingualmhealthy wash systems. Trevor said that
we are trying to get HCP coverage for these spetidsso we have to balance it all. Leslie said
that the RPAC is trying to deal with how to maintai healthy wash system through this
ordinance. This is why there is a large continggr@nvironmental interests on the committee,
including representatives from Tucson Audubon Sgcirizona Native Plant Society, the
Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection, and oth&ne other half is composed of
representatives from development interests. Whegt tant from the TAC are any specifics,
refinements, or details on Covered Species santhah they are considering ways to preserve
wash function, they are not missing something beedloey don’'t have the detailed knowledge
of these species.

Rich said that the CFPO really helps here becdwse prioritize evenness or patchiness, we're
placing higher value on that than the linear washidors. He said he didn’t know how that
would trigger enhancement of linear habitat toayeay from the guttered, entrenched system
and have the water distribute more evenly througtiwifloodplain to get a more horizontal
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diversity of vegetation. Leslie said that the wastiat typically fall into the linear category are
within the urban core and not in the Greater Samitid HCP Planning Area. Trevor said that on
the far west side of the HCP Planning Area theeenaore linear, entrenched washes near the
airport. Leslie said that they are a little morértk in the channel, but they are generally not
the trapezoidal, constructed channels of the ucoag.

Trevor asked if Frank Sousa had categorized dl®fvashes in the Greater Southlands. Leslie
said that prior to his retirement, he started tlyete is a lot of work that still needs to be done.
She said that she is looking at how the COT caleciobetter information about washes. Trevor
asked if washes were categorized as part of theMaege Study. Leslie said no, but the Lee
Moore Study planning team did map most of the ffdaiohs. She said that they also looked at
the priorities that came out of the TAC in termgha washes, they considered the Harris
riparian study from the Sonoran Desert Conservaiam. However, these weren't the focal
drivers for determining which washes should beudet in each category. Trevor said that he
thinks what was discussed today was a good stdrtheat we should test it. He added that this
should then be done for all the other species.idasked how this should be tested. Trevor
suggested bringing in examples of areas througiheuplanning area.

Trevor said that there is a 500-meter buffer ab@-foot buffer described in the response
document and the TAC should test those, too. Lesli@ that it would be good to determine on
which washes the 50-foot buffer would be most biersf Trevor said that it would also be good
to know what is being buffered against in term$aofl use. Leslie said that one of the things that
the RPAC has discussed in addition to making andisbn between the habitat quality is the

type of land use that is being proposed by theipgeoject.

Ries asked about how the buffers were determinddfaiwas based on flow volume or channel
width. Leslie said that the 50-foot buffer wasg@ufie suggested by Lin based on his experience
and knowledge of PTBB. Rich concurred. Leslie adithedl other TAC members approved this.
Ries wondered if basing this buffer on volume mayniore appropriate. Trevor said that that
was not a bad idea. He added that some importardtiire published recently by Raymond
Semlitsch recommended a 1-kilometer buffer for ailmphs. He noted that Mr. Semlitsch’s

work is based in the mid-West. He said that hequhtisis information along to Sherry Barrett of
the USFWS. He also suggested that a floating bbfised on surrounding land uses that doesn’t
just taking into account the PTBB, but also othéters and the landscape in general, may be a
better approach.

Leslie said that one challenge is that the COTgsilaory area is the 100-year floodplain and so
if one is looking at preserving buffers through teesh ordinances, it is kind of difficult. Trevor
asked about Erosion Hazard Setbacks and Lesliglsasé were from the flow corridors not the
floodplain. Trevor asked what other regulatory naagbms were possible for lands outside the
floodplain. Leslie said the Native Plant PresenratDrdinance and, for future annexations, the
Mayor and Council recommendation to create and tz@@plicy that requires compliance with
Pima County’s Conservation Lands System. She baigl at the TAC meetings involving
discussion of Pima pineapple cactus, the TAC warsiisg to integrate these three tools. She said
she liked the idea of the TAC taking some samplehea and “drilling down”, for each species,
to determine the priorities.
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Trevor referred to where Jamie wrote “minimize amtigate” and said that it should always say
“avoid” before “minimize and mitigate” because alamce is part of the legal language.

David referred to the top of page five of the resgmdocument and asked if these 50-foot
buffers must be natural vegetation. He said hasorge idea of what the 50-foot buffer would
be used for would be helpful. He said that the duent suggests that all the Covered Species
need the 50 feet, not just the PTBB. This may oy n@ be the view of the TAC and others.
Jamie said that since the RPAC question referreziivein or not there was a need to consider
riparian buffers, he took the view that if thigégjuired for the PTBB then all species needs are
within that. So, that 50-foot PTBB riparian/uplainterface is the constraint. David said that this
may come back to the COT since it depends on Viegbat needs and not necessarily what the
other species need. Trevor said that he thinke tbauld be flexibility on the buffers. David said
that if it is a 300-foot wash corridor, perhaps théfer characteristics are contained within that
and so this should be considered. As far as theBA$Boncerned, David said he wasn’t sure
what the 50 feet is for. He noted that 50 feetvisé the length of the meeting room, which the
TAC is currently saying would be required on battes of the edge of riparian vegetation. All
of this land is a big economic issue.

Avra Valley HCP: Monitoring Program

Jamie said that the current focus for the Avra &aHCP is to have a final draft completed in
the next several months. He said that there isitetkte Preliminary Draft HCP that briefly
describes some monitoring activities. However,did that the COT and TAC now need to
consider what monitoring activities should actualteur, what will be the most efficient
approach for determining whether or not the COdaigsing take to the species, and how we can
measure our ecological effectiveness over the B0-geration of the HCP. Jamie said that he
has been working to provide exhibits, worksheetd, maps for the TAC to consider the details
of a monitoring program. Jamie said that he woildel fo go out in the field and experiment with
different vegetation monitoring protocols to hetform whether or not they should be used and
how much variation in the data there is to infoamgpling design.

Jamie said that the USFWS 5-points policy provigigisance on what is required of monitoring
reports, and therefore monitoring programs. ltestat

The following list generally represents the infotioa generally needed in a
monitoring report:

1. Biological goals and objectives of the HCP (whicaymeed to be
reported only once);

2. Objectives for the monitoring program (which magaéo be reported

only once);

Effects on the covered species or habitat;

Location of sampling sites;

Methods for data collection and variables measured;

Frequency, timing, and duration of sampling for Hagiables;

Description of the data analysis and who condutiedanalyses; and

Nookow
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8. Evaluation of progress toward achieving measurdidogical goals and
objectives and other terms and conditions as reglby the incidental
take permit or IA

Jamie said that he is using this, and other compered the HCP handbook, as guidance to
develop pieces of the monitoring program. Jamiedskat the TAC first review a spreadsheet
that summarizes the planning area habitat for spehies, biological goals, biological
objectives, and possible monitoring indicator Viales. In terms of the biological objectives,
Jamie didn’t know how the COT and TAC would knowhiéy met the second biological
objective for the lesser long-nosed bat, whicloigMinimize potential for mortality of LLNB”
This is because there are no roosts in the plaraneg and their use of the habitat is limited to
movement through the valley. Dennis wondered itiotidn of light pollution in the wash areas
could be included. He said that this would be &tral plan of action and would also give merit
to the AGFD LLNB movement study, which found thaiNB selected for areas of lower light
pollution, which were the washes.

Trevor wondered if LLNB cross roadways and if tlseyected crossing areas with less light or if
they flew higher over roads with lights. Dennisdstiiat it is important to keep in mind that when
tracking the bats, field personnel can’t see thEney are moving quite quickly. Dennis said that
someone had suggested that LLNB may fly 100 feevalthe landscape. In answer to Trevor’'s
guestion, we don’'t know. There were times when &lethat they flew right through a four-lane
intersection with all of the lights. It wasn’t conam but it did happen.

Jamie said he wasn’t sure how it related to maytallennis said that changing movement
patterns makes these bats more vulnerable to ntpridarit suggested removing the word
“suitable” before the word “habitat” because ieither habitat or it is not. Dennis said that there
are different gradients of habitat and these shoatdyet discarded in the discussion. Jamie said
that the way in which the model for the WYBC wasated divided the landscape into habitat or
non-habitat. Rich said that as information is atbe over time, the models can be refined.
Jamie asked Marit about how gradients of habitatlvbe used in her evaluation of the HCP.
Marit said that they normally look at habitat vexsion-habitat, but gradients of habitat quality
could also be assessed.

In terms of the Western burrowing owl (BUOW), itsaroposed that the objective to increase
the number of breeding pairs be removed becausk aff the outside factors beyond the COT’s
control. Rich said that the BUOW habitat evaluatiich not take into account over-wintering

and migratory habitat which is different than negtiThere is a lot of potential for helping
BUOW move through the planning areas. These iingatanals might be one of those
resources. Trevor said that Marana’s HCP propaspsolvide areas for burrowing owl
movement and over-wintering. Rich said that we &hbe open to adaptive management for the
burrowing owl in case the BOMAS do not turn oubtas effective as originally conceived.

Ries said that if buffelgrass can be removed angridtwth and spread limited within the HCP
planning area, that would be a big help.
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Dennis said that these habitat models assumedhditons on the ground are static, which isn’t
realistic. For example, a badger could move in@edte burrows that were not in existence
when the model was made. He wondered if languageldibe inserted into the HCP to account
for these changes. Jamie wondered what that lareguagld be and if it meant that the habitat
model needed to be continually updated duringehm of the HCP. Dennis said that as
activities occur, if burrowing owls are detectdttr there should be protocols for handling this
(e.g., relocate to BOMA). Jamie said that pre-amtsion clearance surveys have been
recommended as a conservation measure for BUOW. figgested that, apart from the two
covered bat species, that pre-construction clearanc/eys occur for all species. Jamie said that
this had been discussed at recent TAC meeting# aras determined that these pre-
construction clearance surveys were only applickdsléhe BUOW. This is because Phil Rosen
has indicated that the two snake species are toetse and rare to make these worthwhile.
Also, there is no breeding habitat for the othey bard species and so direct take from
construction activities is very unlikely. There wiebate about the need to do pre-construction
clearance surveys for the CFPO and Jamie suggistecs a changed, circumstance, if it is
determined that the planning area supports CFP&dbrg habitat, then pre-construction
clearance surveys could be required. TAC membermmee to think this made sense.

There was continued discussion of what to do if B\J@re detected in terms of eviction or
relocation. Rich said that this implies that we wWnehat’s best for these owls. He said that Mike
Ingraldi has data that shows that owls use diffieae@as for different purposes. Dennis said that
he knows which data Rich is referring and it haddavith a few individuals that were tracked
and found to be dispersing in a more heavily veagdtarea (creosote) than previously thought.
Rich said that we just have these qualitative gliespof BUOW habitat preferences and there
could be more to it than that. There could be atlusrigh the washes that is important for
burrowing owils.

Rich continued by saying that the TAC needs toktlainout, if BUOW are detected, not just
sticking them in a BOMA. Trevor said that there 28000 acres out there and projected
impacts are only about 7,500 acres. Rich said tiwattetheless, we don't really know the use by
the BUOW. We need something to expand our visiomfaat's going on with BUOW, even if
it's incidental monitoring. Rich suggested addintpithe HCP language such as “Engage
opportunities to learn more about BUOW use of tleagAction Item: Per Rich’s request, add
“Engage opportunities to learn more about BUOW abéhe area” under conservation
measures for BUOW.]

In terms of Tucson shovel-nosed snake (TSS) anahgrenake (GS), the TAC discussed
biological objectives related to minimizing lossidividuals. Trevor suggested that, since roads
are a source of direct mortality, environmentaéinstive roadway design guidelines should be
considered. Jamie said that since the planningisi@mposed of COT-owned former farm
parcels in unincorporated Avra Valley, he wonddred much direct control the COT would
have over roadway construction design, other tbaproject maintenance roadways on the
individual parcels. He added that public road camsion is not currently a covered activity for
the Avra Valley HCP. Ries agreed and said thatsscteethese maintenance roads is limited.
Ries added that there are access roads to sewenaktthat cross COT-lands. However, these
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were never intended to be official County or CO&dways; they are remnants of past land
disputes.

Rich said that these maintenance roadways wout@n& concern. The concern would be a
major roadway that winds through the propertiesdiuadies snake habitat or a major roadway
adjacent to these COT lands. In this case, perh&asrier to keep the snakes off the roads
should be considered. Jamie wondered if the COQ®uth its HCP, could make
recommendations to those entities planning majadways to conduct roadkill surveys to
determine where snakes may be crossing. Followarg@mentally sensitive roadway design
guidelines, such as Pima County’s could then bemasended in areas of concern. Trevor said
that he doesn't think scientists and researchers patten to the point where they know how to
keep snakes off of roads. He wondered if Matt Gogds investigating structures along
highway 79 that are used to keep snakes off the: @annis said that AGFD is currently
working on several projects studying the use orus® of culverts along various roadways
throughout the state. These involve cameras tlo&tdd various sizes and configurations of
culverts to see what appears to work best for diffespecies. He added that a complimentary
AGFD project involves testing a number of fenciqgions to see how effective they are as a
barrier. Based on this research, they make recomatiems to planners.

Rich said that results will not be available fowlaile and so it is important to keep the
statements about minimizing loss of individuals #melfocus will be on roadway mortality.
Trevor suggested that roadways bisecting or adj@aoenodeled habitat should follow
environmentally sensitive roadway design guideliesthe conversation continued, Dennis
mentioned that AGFD research suggests that thesfunghmaterials and crossing structures are
species specific and that there is not one stra¢hat seems to work for all species.

Jamie reviewed the changes he made to the momjtand management draft flow chart based
on previous TAC discussion. For example, Jamie nchdages based on Rich’s
recommendation that monitoring of the riparian wlaad take priority and that it should occur
throughout the term of the HCP, not just when mtsj@ccur. The new version reflects his
concerns, with these areas receiving periodic manig for presence of invasive, plant species
and photo monitoring. Rich said that the statusitodng should involve statistical
considerations for measuring long-term trends. étesers the monitoring of invasive plant
species as protection monitoring to assess ritkeioesource trying to save. He thinks every 3-
years is good. In terms of photo monitoring, Trenaderred to an example from the 2006 Avra
Valley baseline study and suggested that the damitisted as well as a scale reference.

In conclusion, Jamie said that he would like toegkpent with collecting vegetation structure
data in the field. In talking with Brian Powell Bima County, he said that the particular method
is not as important as making sure that methockisdescribed to make it repeatable as
possible. It's important to limit observer biasthe extent possible.

5. Upcoming meetings

The TAC reviewed the schedule of upcoming meetings.
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6. Call to the Audience

Mike Cross read recent TAC meeting minutes anccadtthat COT staff were considering
moving away from highly detailed minutes to summgariHe wondered why and if that was
consistent with COT policy. Jamie said that the TiafDutes are more detailed than those
provided by other COT committees. He said thateahes/e been helpful, but take considerable
staff time to write. He added that with COT staiffliget constraints, there are not the staffing
resources to assist. Given the timeline for conmatedf the final draft Avra Valley HCP, more
staff time needs to be dedicated to completinguarijnished components. Where appropriate in
meetings, such as informal discussions, summarsgstra written as opposed to more detailed
notes.

7. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

Summary of Action ltems:

* OCSD staff will work with AGFD HDMS staff to determe whether or not there is
documentation of WYBC breeding within or near te treater Southlands HCP Planning
Area

* Per Rich’s request, add “Engage opportunitiesamlenore about BUOW use of the area”
under conservation measures for BUOW.
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